EARLY sixteen million people or slightly over onetenth of the population of the United States were classified by the 1950 Census as nonwhite. The great majority of these, nearly 96 per cent, were Negroes. The Amer ican Indians formed the next largest group, but these num bered only a little over one-third of a million and comprised only 2.2 per cent of the non whites.
. Children ever born per 1,000 ever-married women, by race-nativity, residence, and age. United States, 1950.1 were only slightly lower than those of Negroes in rural-farm areas. Special studies have indicated relatively high fertility of the various groups. In a recent study, for instance, Hadley estimated an average annual birth rate of about 32 per 1,000 population among American Indians in the United States for the period 1949-1953 inclusive.2 The average rate for whites during this period was about 24.
T rends in Fertility
The central fact regarding trends in the fertility of nonwhites in the United States is the large increase that has occurred in recent years. Figure 1 , based on Table 2 , presents crude birth rates per 1,000 population by color for the United States for Table 2 .) the period . The rates are from the National Office of Vital Statistics and they were adjusted for under-registration. The rates for whites and nonwhites were remarkably parallel until 1947. In most of the thirty years during 1917-1947, the crude birth rate for the nonwhites was about six points above that for the whites. However, whereas the birth rate for whites culminated in a conspicuous peak in 1947, that for nonwhites continued to rise. Only twice during 1946-1955 did the crude birth rate for the nonwhites fail to be higher than that of the preceding year. In 1955, the crude birth rate per 1,000 popula tion was about 35 for nonwhites as compared with 24 for whites.
When the annual births are related to women of childbearing age (15-44) the nonwhites exhibit year by year increases dur ing the 1946-1955 period without exception. In this case the prominence of the 1947 peak for the whites is diminished some what and the annual increases in the fertility rates of the whites since 1950 are also emphasized. (Figure 2 and Table 3 .)
The general trends of the reproduction rates of whites and nonwhites since 1940 are similar to those of the general fer tility rates just described. (Figure 3 and Table 3 .) However, the magnitude of the current reproduction rates for the non whites is little short of amazing. In 1940 the net reproduction rate for whites was almost exactly at replacement requirements and that for the nonwhites was only about 21 per cent above 1
The Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly The death rates are not strictly comparable with the birth rates in that they were not adjusted for underregistration and neither were they adjusted for States not in the death registration area prior to 1933. Historically, however, the registration of deaths has been more complete than that of births and both birth and death registration areas have included all the States since 1933.
See United States Department o f Health, Education, and Welfare: V it a l Statistics of T h e U n ite d Sta t e s , 1955, Vol. 1, Washington, Government Printing Office, 1957, Tables  AB and BH. replacement requirements. In 1955, the net reproduction rate of the nonwhites was 2,097 per 1,000 females. In other words, if the age-specific fertility and mortality rates of the nonwhites in 1955 were contin ued indefinitely, they would eventually re sult in a doubling of the p o p u la tio n per generation from births. In 1955 the whites ex hibited a net reproduc tion rate of 1,613 per 1,000 females, signify ing the potentiality of a 61 per cent increase in population per gen era tion from births. Needless to say, few people w ou ld expect these p o te n tia litie s ever to be realized. The same type of situation is also pointed up by the intrinsic birth and death rates for the years 1940-1955. (Figure 4 and Table 3 .) In 1940 the intrinsic birth and death rates for the Fertility Trends and Differentials among Nonwhites 153 whites were the same, 14.9 per 1,000 population. This reflects a true rate of natural increase of 0 which in turn is analogous to the net reproduction rate of 1,000. For the nonwhites in 1940 the intrinsic birth and death rates were 22.7 and 15.4, respectively. These reflect a true rate of natural increase of 7.3 per 1,000 per year and accompanying a net reproduction rate of 21 per cent above replacement requirements per genera tion for the nonwhites.
The trends of the intrinsic birth rates by color are in the nature of the case rather similar to those of the general fertility
The Milbank Memorial Fund Quarterly rates and the gross reproduction rates. The intrinsic birth and death rates for whites in 1955 were 24.7 and 7.2, reflecting a true rate of natural increase of 17.5. The intrinsic birth and death rates fo r non whites were 33.6 and 6.6, reflectin g a true rate of natural increase of 27.0. It will be no ticed that the net re production rate for the nonwhites in 1955 was 2,097 per 1,000 females or somewhat above the requirements fo r p o tential doubling of the population per genera tion. Three points may be noted rega rd in g the trends in the intrinsic death rate. In the first place, for both whites and nonwhites the in trinsic death rate for 1955 was only half as high, or less than half as high, as that for 1940. In the second place, the decline in the intrinsic death rate since 1940 has been steadier for the nonwhites than for the whites. This is because the nonwhites had the dual advantages of (a ) more constant reductions in mortality risks and (b ) younger age structures in the stable populations. In the third place, since 1949, the intrinsic death rate for nonwhites has been slightly lower than that for whites. This can be accounted for by the difference in age distributions of the stable populations mentioned above. Finally, it may be noted that prior to 1947 the intrinsic death rates generally exceeded the crude death rates for whites and Table 3.) nonwhites. Since 1947 the situation has been reversed and intrinsic death rates were lower than the crude death rates. This reversal is what one would expect in a change from a de clining to a rising birth rate. In 1955, the in trinsic birth rates were about the same as the crude birth rates for both whites and non whites.8
The data presented thus far on trends have been based upon the annual registrations of births and deaths. The rates have related to total populations and to to ta l w om en o f childbearing age. Hence, the trends in the crude birth rates, general fertility rates, reproduction rates, and intrinsic rates have reflected changes in marriages as well as trends in martial fertil ity. We may turn now to fertility data avail able from the Censuses of 1910,1940, and 1950 for further information regarding trends in fertility, the relevance of trends in nup tiality, and fertility differentials among the nonwhites as com pared with the whites.
3 Possibly 1955 marked the first time in our vital statistics history that the intrinsic birth rate was a little higher than the crude birth rate for whites. Table 4 .)
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As among the whites the increases in proportions ever-mar ried nonwhites at young ages were larger in the " upper" than in the " lower" socioeconomic classes. Thus among nonwhite women 20-24 years of age reporting 4 or more years of college, the proportion ever-married was 26 per cent in 1940 and 37 per cent in 1950. Among those women of similar age of elementary school status, the proportion ever-married was 69 per cent in 1940 and 74 per cent in 1950.4
Among the women who were ever-married the proportions described as " married once and husband present" were higher in 1950 than in 1940 for both whites and nonwhites of given The proportion of unbroken first marriages tended to be sub stantially lower among nonwhite than among ever-married women. Furthermore the decrease in the proportion of un broken first marriages with advancing age tended to be sharper among the nonwhites than among the whites. For example, among ever-married white women the proportion classified as " married once and husband present" ranged from 86 per cent at ages 15-19 to 72 per cent at ages 45-49. Among the non whites the corresponding proportions extended from 73 per cent at ages 15-19 to 42 per cent at ages 45-49. The sharper declines with advancing age in the proportion of unbroken first marriages among the nonwhites is due partly to the impact of mortality of husbands and partly to the greater impact of separation.
Fertility Rates and Per Cent Changes, 1940-1950 Table 5 presents cumulative fertility rates (children ever bom per 1,000 ever-married women) by age, color, and resi dence for 1910, 1940, and 1950 and per cent change in these rates during 1940-1950.5 Among both whites and nonwhites there were increases at young ages and decreases at older ages during 1940-1950 in average number of children ever bom. The generally lower fer tility rates for 1950 than for 1940 among ever-married women 35 years of age and over simply means that for these women the baby boom came too late to offset the long-time decline in size of family among women of those ages. There were in creases in current fertility rates at all ages of the childbearing 5 Questions regarding number of children ever bom (excluding stillbirths) were asked of all ever-married women in the 1910 census, of a 5 per cent sample of the ever-married women in the 1940 Census and of a three and one-third per cent sam ple in the 1950 Census. In Table 5 the 1950 data by residence follow the old (1940) definition of urban. Also, the 1940 data in Table 5 were revised by the Bureau of the Census to include estimates of the number of children ever bom to ever-married women who made no report. Table 5.) span, as indicated by annual registration data and by fertility ratios relating to children under 5 years of age.
Among ever-married white women, the 1940-1950 maximum increases in age-specific fertility tended to come at ages 25-29, among nonwhites the maximum tended to come at younger ages, 15-19 or 20-24. Thus among urban ever-married women 15-19 years of age the 1940-1950 increase in fertility was 3 per Fertility Trends and D ifferentials am ong N on w h ites 161 cent for the whites and 33 per cent for the nonwhites. At ages 20-24, the increase was 15 per cent for whites and 34 per cent for nonwhites. At ages 25-29, the increase was 24 per cent for whites and 21 per cent for nonwhites. Among whites and non whites the percentage increases in fertility at the young ages tended to be higher in urban than in rural areas.
As noted in Figure 5 , in the United States as a whole and also within the rural areas the average number of children ever born to ever-married women of given ages was consistently higher for the nonwhites than for the whites in both 1940 and 1950. Within the urban areas the fertility rates for nonwhites fell below those for whites at ages 30-34 and 35-39 in 1950. The rates were also lower for urban nonwhites than for urban whites at ages 35-39 and 45-49 in 1940.
The differentials in fertility by color tended to be smallest in urban areas and largest in rural-farm areas ( In a previous section it was noted that broken marriages are more prevalent for nonwhites than for whites. It may also be noted from Figure 7 that in all types of residence the fertility differential between the " married once and husband present" and the " other ever-married women" is wider for the non whites than for the whites.
As expected, among both whites and nonwhites the fertility rates for the unbroken first marriages tend to be highest at all ages except 15-24 when the rates for this group and the " other ever-married" are much the same. Also as expected, at ages below 30 the fertility rates for " all women" tend to fall in lowest position because they are influenced by the inclusion of single women. After age 30, however, the fertility rates for the " other ever-married" fall into lowest position; by that age the rate for " all women" is not greatly affected by the presence of un married women.
T r e n d s a n d D i f f e r e n t i a l s i n F e r t i l i t y R a t i o s Figure 8 presents fertility ratios by residence, age, and color for 1940 and 1950. The fertility ratios relate to " number of own children under five years old per 1,000 ever-married women." They are derived from the rosters of children residing in the households enumerated in the Census. Largely on the basis of the data regarding " relationship to the head of the household" children other than " own" children were eliminated from the data. The processing and tabulation of the data for fertility ratios of this type were restricted to the women who were also in the fertility samples.
Fertility ratios have the advantage of reflecting current fer tility more sensitively than do the cumulative fertility rates. However, they have the disadvantge of being affected by the timing of births. In the nature of the case they may not be very indicative of trends in size of completed family. In 1950, the fertility ratios for nonwhites in the United States as a whole
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tended to surpass those for whites at ages under 25 and to fall below those for whites at older ages. This pattern was espe cially pronounced in the urban areas. Within rural nonfarm areas the fertility ratios for the nonwhites exceeded those for whites at ages under 25 and thereafter there was little difference by color. Within the rural farm areas the fertility ratios for the nonwhites surpassed those for whites at all ages.
The 1940-1950 increases in fertility ratios, like those in cumulative fertility rates, were much larger for nonwhite than for white women under 25 years of age. As noted in Figure 9 , the urban-rural differentials in fertility ratios among women Tables 36 and 37. under 25 underwent little change and were essentially the same for whites and nonwhites. However, among women 25 years of age and over there was a greater contraction of the urban-rural differentials in fertility ratios among the whites than among the nonwhites during 1940-1950. The urban-rural differentials in fertility ratios were somewhat wider for non whites than for whites in 1940; they were much sharper for nonwhites than for whites in 1950.
T r e n d i n C h i l d l e s s n e s s o f t h e N o n w h i t e s
Much of the sharp increase in the fertility of nonwhite women at young ages has stemmed from remarkable declines in childlessness since 1940. For instance, among urban non white ever-married women 20-24 years of age the cumulative fertility rate was 34 per cent higher in 1950 than in 1940. How ever, among nonwhite ever-married mothers of this age the average number of children ever born was actually lower in 1950 than in 1940. The explanation is the marked reduction in the proportion reporting that they never had a live-born child. In 1940, nearly one-half (46 per cent) of the urban non white ever-married women 20-24 years old gave this report. In 1950, only one-third (32.5 per cent) were reported as child less.8
The proportions childless among ever-married women in 1910, 1940, and 1950 are shown by color, age, and urban-rural residence in Table 6 and Figure 10 . In certain respects the data complement the trends and differentials in fertility rates. For both whites and nonwhites, at all ages and within each type of residence, the proportions childless were considerably larger in 1940 than in 1910. Also, there was in general a sharp drop in proportions childless among young women during the 1940-1950 decade. The declines were in evidence at all ages under 35 but they were most pronounced at ages under 25. At 6 A statement regarding the data on childlessness is in order. The 1910 per centages may be a little too low for two reasons. They are based upon women re porting, and subsequent tests have indicated that childless women are overly rep resented among those not reporting and hence underrepresented among those reporting. Secondly, since the 1910 Census contained parallel questions regarding number of children ever born and number of children living there may have been some greater tendency erroneously to include stillbirths in the number of children ever born than was the case in subsequent censuses. However, neither the nonreports nor the erroneous inclusion of stillbirths in 1910 are believed to be major deficiencies.
The non-reports on children ever born and the selection of childless couples into the non-report category probably were more frequent in the 1940 census than any other. Most of the published fertility data from the 1940 Census, including those on fertility in relation to occupational and educational status, are based upon women reporting. As the notes indicate, however, the data presented in Tables 5  and 6 were revised to include estimates of children ever bom to women not reporting.
Because of certain improvements in schedule design, the proportion of women in the fertility sample failing to report on children ever bom was considerably smaller in 1950 than in 1940. However, all of the 1950 data were processed before publica tion to include estimates of the number of children for women not reporting. ages 40-44 and 45-49 the proportions childless were generally higher in 1950 than in 1940. The increase in childlessness at the older ages is the counterpart of the lower cumulative fer tility rates in 1950 than in 1940 for women of virtually com pleted fertility. It will be noted that in 1950 the proportion childless for the urban nonwhites 20-24 years of age was virtu ally the same as that of women 45-49 years of age. Among urban white women the percentage childless at ages 30-34 was lower than at any older age. This again reflects the previous era of lower fertility and relatively high proportions childless. As the younger women move through the childbearing ages they will replace the older cohorts of relatively high propor tions childless.
As for differentials in childlessness by color, we may note that in 1950 as in 1940 the proportion childless tended to be lower for nonwhites than for whites at ages under 25 and higher for nonwhites than for whites at older ages. The relatively high proportion of childlessness among nonwhites of middle age may represent the last stages of an era of phenomenally high pro portions childless among the nonwhite married couples.
The census data for 1910 indicated somewhat higher propor tions childless among nonwhites than among the whites in urban areas. However, there were relatively few nonwhites in urban areas in 1910. There was no question on number of chil dren ever born in the 1920 and 1930 Censuses. However, Notestein's analysis of 1930 Census data for the East North Central States pertaining to children under 10 years of age per mar riage of 5 to 9 years duration, indicated that the problem of childnessness among Negroes, especially in larger cities, was well entrenched in the 1920 decade.7
Comparisons of 1940 data on children ever bom are not available by size of city, but in the urban areas as a whole the 7 For the total area, the proportion of the marriages with no children under 1 0 years old in residence was about 45 per cent for Negroes, about twice the propor tion (23 per cent) for native whites. In cities of 250,000 and over, the percentage without children was about 53 for Negroes and 28 for native whites. Table 6 .) proportion childless among the nonwhites tended to be con siderably higher than that of whites after age 25. The dif ferential still existed in 1950. However, the sharp declines in proportions childless among young nonwhites appears to por tend a narrowing of the differential. In 1950 the proportion F ertility T rends and D ifferentials am ong N on w h ites 171 childless among the nonwhites 20-24 years of age was actually lower than that of nonwhites 35-39 and 40-44 years of age.
T h e M ilban k M em oria l Fund Quarterly
The trends in childlessness among nonwhite women in the United States as a whole since 1910 are shown by occupation group of the husband in Figure 11 and Table 7 . These data relate to women of specific age and classified as " married once and husband present. 
D i f f e r e n t i a l s i n F e r t i l i t y -
The nonwhites are more heavily concentrated in the lower socio-economic levels than are the whites. Furthermore, the socio-economic differentiation that does exist appears to be accompanied by less variations in fertility among the non whites. In Figure 12 numbers of children ever born per 1,000 women " married once and husband present" are shown by color, age, residence, and education of the woman in 1950. In Figure 13 comparable materials are presented by occupa tion group of the husband. Data for four age groups are given in Tables 9 and 10 . Some of the fertility rates for the non whites of given age, education, and residence are somewhat erratic because of small numbers. This may account in part for the more complete and more clear-cut inverse relation of fertility to educational attainment among the whites than the nonwhites. This also holds in the classification by occupa tion group of the husband.
One exception to the sharper differentials among the whites than the nonwhites is afforded by urban wives of College 4 +, College 1-3, and High School 4 status. The nonwhite women in these categories exhibit sharper variations in fertility than do the whites. Attention may also be called to the fact that within rural farm areas the relative position of the rates for wives of farmers and farm laborers differs by color. (Figure  13 .) Among the whites, the fertility of farm laborers surpasses that of farmers. Among the nonwhites the reverse is the case.
Some of the comparisons of whites and nonwhites with re spect to fertility that were presented in previous pages were affected by the differences by color in socio-economic status. The question may be asked regarding the comparisons by color among women of similar educational attainment and of similar rank with respect to husband's occupation. Also, since there are differences by color in proportions childless, it is well to The M ilban k M em oria l F u n d Quarterly present the comparisons with respect to fertility rates among mothers (those bearing at least one child) as well as to all mar ried women considered. In Figure 14 each of six panels is devoted to a given educa tional group of urban ever-married women. Within each panel, fertility rates are shown by age for white and nonwhite evermarried women and for white and nonwhite ever-married mothers. The following points stand out:
1. At all educational levels the fertility rates for nonwhite ever-married women surpass those for white women at ages under 25 or 30 and fall below at older ages.
2. At virtually all ages and at all educational levels except College 4 +, the fertility rates of nonwhite mothers exceed those of white mothers. Figure 13 for chart ing of age-specific rates in 15-49 span).
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a Rate is not shown because base is under 4,000.
Children Ever Bo r n P e r i,ooo
Women
Fig. 14. Children ever born per 1,000 urban white and nonwhite evermarried wom en and ever-married m others, by age and educational attain ment. United States, 1950. 3. The two preceding statements are reconciled by the fact that nonwhite wives over 25 or 30 years of age exhibit both higher proportions childless and higher proportions with large families than do the whites of similar age and education. For instance, among urban women 35 to 39 years old in 1950, " mar ried once and husband present," and of college 1-3 status, the proportion childless was 23 per cent for the whites and 41 per cent for the nonwhites. However, the proportion with five or more children was 3.1 per cent for the whites and 10 per cent for the nonwhites. (Figure 15 and Table 11 .) Similar situations with respect to occupation group of the husband are apparent in Figure 16 . For each of six occupation groups, the fertility rates for nonwhite women (married once and husband present) are about as low as, or lower than, those for white women. Among the mothers the fertility rates are consistently higher for the nonwhites than for the whites.
Parity Progression Ratios may also be used to point up the differences between whites and nonwhites with respect to fer tility behavior. These are shown by education of the woman in Table 12 and for two educational groups in Figure 17 . They are shown by occupation of the husband in Table 13 and for two occupational groups in Figure 18 . When derived from dis tributions of women by number of children ever born, as in the present data, parity progression ratios simply indicate the per centage of women ever of N parity who had ever progressed to N + 1 parity.
Among the youngest women considered (20-24) the 0-to-l parity progression ratios for nonwhites exceeded those for whites at all occupational levels and for all high school gradu ates. At ages 25 and over, the 0-to-l parity progression ratios for nonwhites fall below those for whites at virtually all edu cational and occupational levels. The l-to-2 ratios for non whites tend to surpass those for whites at ages under 30 and to fall below those for whites at older ages. The 2-to-3, 3-to-4, and 4-to-5 parity progression ratios tend to be strikingly higher for nonwhites than for whites of all ages and classes. Table 11 .)
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Situations similar to the above are also found in 1950 Census data relating to per cent of women reporting one or more children under one year of age in the 1950 Census, according Fertility T rends and D ifferentials among N on w h ites 183 Table 12 . Parity progression ratios, by color, age and education of evermarried women in urban areas of the United States, 1950.1
A g e a n d C o l l e g e 4 + C o l l e g e 1-3 H i g h S c h o o l 4 H i g h S c h o o l 1-3 N o n e o r E l e m e n t a r y P a r i t y P r o g r e s s i o n | The parity progression ratios were computed from distributions of women by number of children ever born. They indicate the percentage of women ever of parity N who ever progressed to parity N + 1.
Derived from U. S. Bureau of the Census: F e r t i l i t y , Special Report, P-E No. 5C, Washington, United States Government Printing Office, 1955, Tables 20 and 22. • Ratio not shown because base is under 4,000.
T h e MiLbank M em oria l F u n d Quarterly Thus, among women of zero parity in 1949 the proportion having one or more children under one year of age in 1950 tended to be lower for nonwhites than for whites, except at youngest ages (15-19). Among women of first parity status in 1949 the proportion having a child under one year of age in 1950 was lower for nonwhites than for whites except at ages under 25. For higher parities the proportion having one or more children under one year old tended to be higher for nonwhites than for whites. (Figure  19 and Table 14 .) Table 15 presents number of own children under five years T h e M ilba n k M em oria l F u n d Quarterly old per 1,000 urban women of selected ages in unbroken first marriages, by color and education of the wife and occupation group of the husband. It will be noted that among the women 20-24 years of age the inverse relation of fertility ratios to education and occupation is fairly well marked among both whites and nonwhites. The whites 30-39 and the nonwhites 30-34 years old exhibit a fairly marked direct relation of fer tility ratios to educational attainment insofar as the women of high school and college status are concerned. By occupation the fertility ratios for wives of professional men are relatively high at the ages mentioned for whites and nonwhites. As previously noted, since fertility ratios are based upon children born during the preceding five years they reflect cur rent fertility quite sensitively but they are also much influenced by timing of births. Although women 30-34 years of age who graduated from College outrank other educational groups with respect to number of children under five years old, they were outranked by most other educational groups with respect to number of children ever born. Thus we have the situation of educational attainment being inversely related with cumula tive fertility rates and at least to some extent directly related with fertility ratios among white married women, 30-39 years old, and among nonwhite married women 30-34 years old.
C o n c o m i t a n t s o f I n c r e a s e i n N o n w h i t e F e r t i l i t y
The increase in fertility among the young nonwhites in this country since 1940, and especially that since 1950, has taken place in the context of increasing urbanization through ac celerated migration from rural to urban areas. It has occurred in the context of great improvements in occupational oppor tunity, educational attainment, physical health, general levels of living, and citizenship status.
Among nonwhite ever-married women 20 to 24 years of age about 47 per cent were in urban areas and 34 per cent were in rural-farm areas in 1940. The great improvements in health of the nonwhites in re cent years is indicated by the declines in the crude death rate and declines in the death rate from selected causes which pre viously were especially high among the nonwhites. The death rates of nonwhites from tuberculosis, for instance, have tumbled from high levels during the past 20 years.
Possibly of particular relevance to the decrease of childless ness among young nonwhites since 1940 have been the gains in the control of venereal disease through new medical dis coveries and through community education. Figure 20 points up a dramatic reduction since 1940 in the death rates from syphilis among the nonwhites. Figure 21 indicates a striking reduction in the ratio of fetal deaths to live births among non whites since 1930.
Data from the Eastern Health District of Baltimore have pointed up at once the higher incidence of venereal diseases among Negroes than whites and the existence of a downward trend in the incidence of venereal diseases among Negroes even during the thirties.8
There are really no adequate empirical data that would indi cate how much cause and effect interrelation exists between the national trends in (a ) control of venereal diseases among nonwhites and (b ) reduction in childlessness and increase in fertility of young nonwhite couples.9 However, the medical or clinical relationship appears to be clear-cut. It was de scribed briefly by Taylor, Wyon, and Gordon, as follows:
Certain diseases, especially the venereal infections, produce pathological changes which decrease chances of conception. Gonorrhea is an important cause of sterility in women by caus ing salpingitis and cervicitis, with the added probability that purulent discharges in the vagina are spermicidal. The male suffers the acute effects of urethritis and the chronic effects of T h e M ilbank M em oria l F u n d Quarterly There are small bodies of data affirming the relatively low pregnancy rates and relatively low proportion of pregnancies terminating in live births among Negro women with syphilis as compared with those without syphilis. In her article, " Syphilis and Uncontrolled Fertility," published in 1941, Stix adduces data from her own studies in Spartanburg County, South Carolina, and from two other studies. Her own series of cases were 457 Negro women referred to the Spartanburg Ma ternal Health Clinic for contraceptive advice. Of these, 25 per cent had three-or four-plus Wasserman and/or Kahn reac tions, and an additional 6 per cent had one-or two-plus re actions.
Stix's comparisons were between 241 women without any pathology which might be expected to affect fertility and 111 women with syphilis but free from serious pelvic or endocrine pathology. The pregnancy rates of the women with syphilis were consistently and significantly lower than those of women without pathology. The difference was especially striking in sofar as rates of first pregnancy are concerned. The pregnancy rate per 100 years of noncontraceptive exposure to the risk of first pregnancy was about 43 per cent lower for the women with syphilis than for those free from syphilis. The rates for later pregnancies were on the average 19 per cent lower for the syphilitic women than for those without syphilis or history thereof. Furthermore, the percentage of pregnancies termi nating in involuntary wastage was twice as high (25.7 per cent) among the women with syphilis as among those without syphilis (13.1 per cent). Stix reported substantiating findings from a series of data from New York in 1923 and from Tipton County, Tennessee, in 1930. 11 Writing in 1944, Samuel L. Siegler, (obstetrician and gyne cologist in Brooklyn) stated
The existence of syphilis in the mother, either hereditary or transmitted by the husband, is a cause of abortion in about 7 per cent of cases. The incidence of syphilis varies in different countries and in different groups, and statistics seem to indicate that it is roughly ten times greater in the Negro woman than in the white woman, both in the pregnant and nonpregnant. The history of these patients usually reveals a number of abortions, premature labors, and finally, the delivery of a full-term child either macerated or with congenital syphilis. 12 Although it seems likely that a cleanup of venereal infection during the past 10 to 15 years has been a material factor in the decrease in childlessness and increase in fertility of young non white couples, there are doubtless other factors in the problem.
One may well ask, for instance, why childlessness was not par ticularly high among nonwhites in 1910 and why it increased some time after that date. The writer thinks it likely that the disproportionate amount of childlessness among the Negroes was part and parcel of the early stages of urbanization of the Negro. To some extent the family and personal disorganiza tions involved in that transition may have been manifested in instability of marriage and increases in venereal diseases and consequent involuntary childlessness.
However, there are two other broad classes of contributing factors and these too may be considered in the context of urbanization. These are (1 ) selection and (2 ) voluntary child lessness. With respect to selection, various studies have indi cated that couples without children find it easier to move to the city than do those with children. It seems likely that the factor of selection was more important in the early stages of Negro migration than at present. It may have been a more important factor in 1930 and 1940 than in 1950.
As for voluntary childlessness among the nonwhites, several studies of the role of contraception in differential fertility car ried out during the thirties and forties suggested that Negroes of the laboring class did not practice contraception very much or very effectively.13 These observations underlay the hypo thesis that the high degree of childlessness among urban Negroes was involuntary and probably symptomatic of medi cal sterility. This interpretation is consonant with the hypo thesis that much of the recent increases in fertility of the young nonwhite couples is attributable to a cleanup of infection from venereal disease. Whatever that situation may be it is likely that voluntary factors account for the high proportion childless among the nonwhite wives of college status or those married to men in professional and clerical occupations.
Among the nonwhites as among the whites, late marriage accounts for some of the high degree of childlessness in the so-called upper classes. There is no doubt that among these groups the deliberate practice of contraception is more com mon than in other groups. It also seems likely that among all groups the knowledge and use of means of family limitation was more widespread in 1950 than in 1940. That there have been marked increases in the fertility rates of young nonwhite couples would seem to be the result of (a ) increases in propor tions of couples without medical impairments of fecundity and (b ) a greater degree of encouragement to have children than in the years preceding 1940. Much of the increase in fertility of the young nonwhites has been due to a remarkable decline of childlessness. In 1940, and probably during the preceding 20 years, the proportions child less were conspicuously high among Negroes in urban areas, particularly in large cities. In 1950 the proportions childless were still higher among nonwhites than whites 25 years of age and over; they were lower among nonwhites than whites below age 25. Possibly the former problem of childlessness among urban non whites originated in (a ) heavy selection of childless couples moving to cities and (b ) personal and family disorgan ization including much venereal infection in the first stages of urbanization. Whatever may have been the reasons for the rise T he M ilban k M em oria l F u n d Quarterly and subsequent decrease of childlessness among young Negroes in the United States since 1910, it is apparent that the recent declines in childlessness and the recent increases in fertility of young nonwhite couples have occurred during a period of medi cal discoveries and community action for reduction of venereal disease. They have occurred in the context of advances in the economic, educational, and civic status of the nonwhites in the United States.
The trends and differentials in fertility of nonwhites by edu cational attainment of the wife and occupation group of the husband have been much the same as those observed for whites. In general, the 1940-1950 per cent increases in proportions married at young ages and the increases in marital fertility of young women were directly associated with socio-economic status. Nevertheless, the inverse relation of fertility to socio economic status still existed in 1950 among non whites as well as whites.
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